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ABSTRACT
Investigated with five communication handicapped and

four model {nefmal) children were communication patterms and
friendship choices in a mainstreamed preschool setting. A review of
literature revealed a controversy as to whether mainstreamed
communication handicapped children receive appropriate verbal models

» Aand whether mainstreaming helps develop the social skills of the
handicapped children. Scan sampling procedures were used to collect
data over a 6-week period on potential social/communication
interactions, and each child was seen individually for a sociometric
investigation of positive and negative choices for playing with and
talking to classmates. Results of the study of interactions indicated
that teachers were doing the most talking and the haandicapped .
children were being talked to the least by their peers. No patterns
could be established througn a comparison of the sociometric choices;
however, the three most liked children were models. A focal study of
one handicapped S indicated that she was mrre often talked to in
.comparison to initiating talking to others, that teachers and then
normal children were the most frequent interactors, that the S
usually did not respond verbally when talked to, and that the S
interacted more with normal than handicapped classmates. Generally,
intervention on the part of a teacher appeared necessary in order to
develop interactions between mainstreamed handicapped and normal v
children, and there appeared to be a relationship between severity of
the handicap and social acceptance. (IM) i
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T SOCTAL RELATIONSHIES AND COMNUN1GATION. IN'I‘EHACTION“ W
OF MAINSTREAMED COMMUNICATION HANDICAPPED
PRESCHOOL CHILDREN: A PILOT STUDY

NTRODUCTION

’

FEdncation of ‘the exceptional child has expanded. over the years, effected,

by research findings,'litigation and changing educational philosophie;.

Rresently the concepts of early intervention and uti]ization of the least A

' restrictive alternative to educating the handicapped have contributed to

the development of various programs for prescheool handicapped children. Many
handicapped children are being placed in educational environments for the
purpose of integrating the individual into the mainstream of education and
prepa*ing him socially and academically for maximum success 1n soclety.
Methods for achieving this gual vary. One frequently used method is to
integrate the handicapped child with normal children who can act as models
for social, verbtal and academin learning.

A great jeal of literature stresses the importance of developing soclal
skills and friendships in normal children. Research has been done to
ascertain what factors affect social interactions and to investigate the
effects of various methods of intervention, In soie instuances, intervention
has been done in an attempt to factor out what vari?@les may have affected
social interaction. Sociolopical studies have alsc looked at the handicapped
populations, independently and in comparison to the normal population. With
the thrust of mainstreaming came increased interestﬁin comparing the educa-
tionally integrated with the educationally segrepated handicapped child,
Unfortunately these.studies have not alway. .aken into account nor controlled
for variables known to affect the: social relationships cl normal children.

These studies also tend to group handic;.s according Lo cducational labels

)
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and pool data of the groups without accounting for individual differences.

_Baldwin and Baldwin (1972) make the consideration of individual differences -

@

a salient point with their siatement:
Each child is a unique person with his own spectrum
of handicaps and his own problems in coping with the
demands of the world....we have come to recognize
that many of the problems faced by handicapped pcople
are not strikingly different for people with different
handicaps....Thus the whole array of...handicaps...and
, normal adjustments are seen merging imperceptibly into
\\ . one another while each child is vieved as an individual
' coping with bis individual problems. (p. 1)

- Ofe area which has not been adequately considered when investigating
the soclal relationships of the héndiqapped is the variable of language/speech
ability. This is especially apparent in studies of the §o§ia1 skills of the
retarded. iiental retardation is a handicap which manifests 1tself in broad
differences in linguistic abilities and perhaps even diiferent language
processes (Schiefelbush and Lloyd, 197u). Since language 1s assoclated with
social learning, it is important to consider the role language plays in the

social development of a communication handicapped child. Levels of verbal

comprehension and verbal expression which affect social learning as }eli‘as

NP e ey .
v . !
a

the perception of gelf and others must be considered. :;n addition; the
development of social skills relates to the development of self concept 1n
& cyclic manner with self concept relating to such areas as academic achievement,
Modelihg, as in a classroom which utilizes normalwchildrén to provide
examples of appropr:. .. behavior, or through symbolic modeling ?roccdures,
sucp as film or video tape, has been investipated to ascertain effects on
‘'social behavior. Intervention programs nave attempted to improve socilal skills
N
and the development 6f f:iendships. lost modeling and interventlon studies

attend to the interactive process of socialization while looking at one or .

several segments of this process. The interactive process includes not only

. 1
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zthe individuals 1nve1ved but enviéonmental variables and the eognftiVe

process of the 1nd1viduals. Findings from modeling and 1ntervention studieé
which do not attend to this interactive process or studies which use ccntrived
settings, unrelated tasks or populations which are poorly defined should be
consildered with caution, Communication ability of handicapped children is a
signifiéant variable which should be describe& and consldered when 1nvestigat1ng
social skills, . . |

‘ Furthericomplicatihg the socéal skills reseafEh which compare; normal
and handicapped cﬁildren in integrated settings is the assumbtien tﬁat models
in a classroom will have a pJSitiVe effect on the handicapped Chlld S social
and verbal skills, If the use of models is to have a positive effect, one
might also assume 1) it is necessary for these models to interact with the
haudicapped'child and 2) that the haﬁaicapping condition is not causing ma jor
interference in this interaction. Baldwin and Baldwin (1972) point out "that
the child's patterns of social interaction may be relatea to his handicap in
various ways." (p. h) In some cases, such as autisﬁ, il is the pattern of
social interaction wéfch is the disturbance itself whereas in other casesvit

is related to "the reaction of other people to his handicap...the consequence
rather than the cause of the primary prablea," (p. #) such as withBown's .
Syndrome, Therefore, not only is it necessary to know if models aretinteracting
with the handicapped population, but it is important to kuow.the nature of this
1ntepaction, F

Normal preschool children might react to the physical, behavioral and
communication differences of the handicapped child. Does integrating communi-
cation handicapped children with norma1.~h11dren bre;idc a situation which will
\

develop the verbal skills of the handicapped’ There 1s controversy in the

literature as to whether verbal modelins as related to jnitation enhances
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‘verbal development of young children (cazden, 1972). If models do hrve a
positive effect, does the mainstfeamed communication handicapped child also

have the opportunity to recelve approp;igte verbal models and is the child

' - i . \
positively reinforced fex verbal interactions? Children are known to be

atle to adjust their communication to the listener (Shalz and Gé}lman, 1573).
If the listener has a'comﬁunication disorder, what etfect, if any, does this
- | have on the model's use of language? Do normal children provide épproﬁriate
language mo&els and interactions with their communication‘h: ica;.ped peers?
Does integrating cqmmunication disordered children with no%paif achieve the

desired goal of developing the social skills of the handicapped? Gottlieb

and Budoff (1973) state:

To the extent that the social acceptability of
* : retarded children represents a desirable goal
. of educational integration, far greater thought
needs to be expended regarding the paramelers
of social acceplance in the classroom. (p. 19) .

e

Answers to the above questions might best be approached through the
observation of children interacting in a naturalistic setting. Baldwin and

Baldwin (19?2) state that most studies in social psychology investigate

“distant variables" such as soclal class or mental disorder which are

"relationships which must be mediated by chains 'of intermediate events."

-

(p. 10) A more revealing approacﬁ, then, would be Lo look at the behavior
and 1ﬁteractioﬁs of children in their environment. HBlurton Jones (1972)

suggests the use of ethological methods in studyins; «child behavior:

In general I feel that ethological methods glve the : .
traditionally 'soft sciences" of child development ‘
and social behaviour a useful opportunity to make

- themselves a little 'harder' without at the same

" time getting as narrow-minded as could rasult from
?oo su;cessful an imitation of the physical sciences.

p. 28

The present study is an attempt to investigate the potential communi-

cation events, states and interactors uwhilch may relate Lo the development.of =

I '
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verbal and social interactions offhandicapped chilé;en whb-have 5een placed
R
with model children in a preschool educatlonal Sett;ng; Observational data-
~ ;wiii.{hgn be é&mpared‘with soclometric choices made Ly the children and the:
éommunication levels of the handicapped children. This 1nfcrmat;pn might .
-_SUgge;t what effeﬁt, if any, a model chi'd has on a communication handicapped

chlld and whether severity of the communication disorder 1s a variable in the

development of social interactions between normal and handicapped children.

__;;_‘_, " j T
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURL

"4

s Education of the Excepticnal Child
. -HSpecialqeducation‘has broadenedland deueloped over'the past twenty-
 five years as educatbrs became more aware of children who were not succeeding
in regular classes With the recognition of 2 need to_provide appropriate
educational procedures for handicapped children came the inareased tendancy.
to label and segregate those whcﬁfell into diagnostic categories.:.Duriné;
the sixties, ninety per cent of children lableled exceptlonal were receiving
instruction in self-contained classes (Mackie, 1969). . The question was then '
"railsed as to the advisability of labeling and segregating the large number
| of mildly retarded children (Kirk, 1964, Dunn, 1968). The misplacement of
children into educable classes and the failure to provide those children with\
appropriate educational programs became apparent (Garrison and Hamill, 'l9?l)
Dunn (1968) discussed the disadvantages to slow learners and underprivileged
’children who were educationally segregated, He stressed the importance.of
exceptional ch}ldren interaoting with normal children with the statement:
_ Special educators have long recognized that the abi ity
of a handicapped individual to succeed in soclety depends
in a large measure on his skill to get alonyg klth his
fellow man. (p. 19) ) 5
The movement towards placing exceptional children 1nto the mainstream
of education began with reneued vigor in the seventies. The original
stimulus came from litigation regarding equal educational opportunities for
handicapped children (Reynoldé, 1962). Integrating the handicapped child
with the normal child suggests that there are advantagcs to be obtained
from the provision of social, verbal and educational models and that inte{ration
prepares the exceptional child f . acceptance in the "real world." This °

movement, embraced by many special educat ors, (Iano,"lé?ﬁ, Christopholos,

8 .
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l°?3,_Budoff, lQ?l, Lewis, 1973) has also aroused warfanted criticisim.

- 1111y (1970b) has’suggested that in "solving original problens facing special

education, now problems have been cre.ted which demand new solutlons. (p. 7145) .
He proposes a "zero reject model” which makes it impossible for a child once
placedr to be administratively removed . from the mainstream of education.  To
facilitate tnis'concept Lilly proposes the use of spccial educators as
supportive pirsonnel -and the training of self- sufficient regular teachers.
In another article, Lilly (1970a) indicates the need to "change both how
we think of children labeled as exceptional and how we behave with regard to
them;" (p. 43) Adamson and VanEtten (1972) offer an allernative to the zero
reject model, proposing special classes and resource rooms_rather than regular
class placement, With most of these approaches, handicapped children will

o

have social con act with the nonhandicapped children in the educational sétting.

Cautionary statements .are also being made in an attempt to keep main—

. streaming in perspective hartin (19?43 has stated his councern regarding

+

"pell-mell, and I fear naive, mad dash to mainstream children, based on our

hopes of betterlthings for them." (p. 150) He further questions possible

overt rejections from peers'and teachers, an important question in regard

to the social development of exceptional children., The suoject of the who,

how, when and why of mainstrcaming continues to be detated (CEC, 1970, e
Jo;dan, l97h)_and rescarched (Haring and Krug, 1975, Hayball and Dilling,

1969) and possibly the efficacy and advisability of this approach will be

decided. In the meantime, mainstrcaming 1is a reality.in the educational

.

system.

Although early education for children has long becn a part of the

k“educational'system in America (Spodek,. 1972), 'socioioyi:2l and psychological

developments reported by outstanding professionals such as Harrington, Hunt

and Bloom (cited in Datta, 1973) gave iupetus to a drazatic increase in
- .- h 9
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- by Head Start (Nazziro, 197u) The present direction in education of the

handicapped child combines both the concept of carly interwention and

- - » -8~

early intervention programs for the culturally different as well as the

exceptional child. Recently, Head Start policy mandated that the number

of handicapped children in the national program be at least ten per cent.

After review, Congress has ordered the Office of Child Development to take

?

action which will guarantee only certified handicaps are counted in the

‘. .

ten per cent. and urges that severely handicapped children also be- served

9

mainstreaming or integrating handicapped children with normal- children.

N
-

Sdkial Skills of the Exceptional Child

Many’areas of‘ 'social skills and friendships i@‘l normal children have.
been (Gronlund, 1959, Lindzey and Byrne, 1968) and continue to be inves-
tigated (Asher, Oden anc Gottman, in press, ‘Gottman, Genso and Rasmussen,

I975, and Lewis and Rosenbloom,nl975) Information is availabl~ on the ‘social
skills of children with learning disabilities (Hayvall and Dilling, 1969), -
blind (Nezol, 1972, Jones, et. al,, l972),~emotional disturbance (Rubin.
Seneson and Betwee, l966), hearing impairments (Crwig, l965, Kennedy ‘and j
Bruininks, l97u) and physical handicaps (Jones, 197u bmldwin and Baldwin,
1972). ‘

Most studies inves*igating the social skills of the exceotional thild
have focused on the mentally retarded. These studlcs usually investigate"
thesocial skills of moderately or mildly retarded children within a
segregated educational setting or compare socilal skills of those integrated
into normal classrooms with.those in self containe! classes. Early studies
by investigators such as Johnson, Kirk, Lapp and Baldwin (éited in Iano,

et. al., 1974) sugge. -d an EMH (educable mentally hanaicapped) child in a

regular classroom is reje¢teéd and isolated by his claszmates 1in comparison

10
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to his EMH peers, Miller (1956) found children in a regular classroom were ‘

"mildly accepting” of LPH children but more accepting of average and above

average lntelligence children., Otheér investigators (cited in Lindzey and

o _ | BN .
Byrne, '1968) have found a relationship between inlelligence and social
acceptance, . .

Currently ihe thrust of mainstreaming and increased awareness of the

importance of friendships in children has prompted investigators to take

~. a closer look at the soclal skills of the exocptional child. “Th addition,
. .. . ) .

the relationship ofvself—concept to social, lingufstic'and cognitive
development Qsee’Howard.'l97Q, Stern and Luc;énhill, 1972 and.studies by '
Zisfein and Rosen,.l97u Richmond and Dalton, 1973) gives,further reazon to R\\\\\\\
investigate the social skills of mainstreamed handicapped children.

Recent studies. continue to support the notion Lhat educable mentally
retarded (EMR) children in regular classrooms are isolated or rejected more
often and accented less often’than ihelr normal_classmates (Goodhan, Gottlieb o
and Harrison, 1972, Rucker, Howe and Snider, 1969, lano, et.-al., 1974). ’
Gottleib (1969)- found in a ks‘tud).' of Horweigan children that the mentally’
retarded were more acceptable in play.than in other edncational environments, :
Gottleib and Budoff (1973) loocked at the\effect'of architecture on‘péer ‘
acce;tance and found a difference in social'acceptance of EMI elemcntar§
,students integrated into classes in a traditional sghool huilding versus a

“

no-interior-wall building,‘ Although the subjects in the unwalled~school~

©

were known more to the nornals, they were not irf]udcd in friendship choices
and Were more freunntly re jected than subJects in the trad*tional school
lThe authors conclude their findings support the premist thaj/"merely
integrating retarded child-en with nonkMR children doecs 1little to improve

’fthe former's social position." (p. 17) Geographical differenocs in frincipal's

A
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~attitudes were also found as a variable in the social acceptance of the

msntally retarded in that suburban\adninistrators Were more acceptiné of
the conceft ofiintegrating handicapped childrén‘with nofmals‘than Wwerc city
administrators (Fayne and Murray, 1974).

Gampeal, Gottliebd an& Harrison (197#) conducted sn observational
study of 1ntegraf$d and segregated EMH chiidren and their peers. iUsing a

time sampling method to count twelve behavior categories includiné attention

. and communication, the investipgators found that both mainstreamed and

segregated children had signlficantly fewer interpersonal interactions than
their nonretarded peers. Results also indicated signliicant differences

between 1ntegrated and aegregated IMH students on thrcp ol the twelve

_behaviors measured: The segregated subgects Wwere more Iestless and gave and

rgcéived msre negativé verbal responses'from peers. These findings should
be treated'&ith caution, hotiever, since a multAllOVA was used to treat the
data in spite of the fact the crlteria for the use of this statistic was not
met, e.g+., size of N ) Other studies (Meyerowltz, 196/ ard Fuchigana and
Sheperd; 1968) consider the social status of educab]c children in relationship
to tne neiggbornood avcnild_lived in ani found similar results indicating low
sqcial abllity qf'the.nentally rs;arded.,'e . '
Neyérowitz (1967) hypothesized "that the EMH child in a special class-
room 1s more acceptable to his peers,(whether classmateshér not) than the
EMH child in tne regular classroom. " (p. 23) A neighborhooa soclogram was
used to measure each sf the 90 subj@cts; 1ntefactipn with five neiahbbrhood
interactors.. Subjects nere divided into thrgé gfoups:' 30 experimental EMH

children in special classrodms, jO controls in repgular classrooms and 30

cr¥terion EMH subjects who were. soc1oeconondca11y ratchud with subjects in the

~same classroom as the controls. Intera«tors w?re 1hL sime age, within one

e
t
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. school grade and liv«1 within a subj::t's interactor sector defined as 50
'street address numbers on elther side and rot interferred with by traffic
barriers. All subjer:ts and interactors were asked questions regarding wno
lived near them, who they like and not like to play with and who they wouw'd
.not invite to a party; Derrogation statements were also used for further
negative nominations and 2ll nominations were converted to saliency and acceptance
scores. Results indicated EMH children melther rejeet more nor wWere they
rejeéted. "they were simply disregarded™ (p. 25) Keyerowitz also concluded
the EMH child is an isolate in his neighborhood regardless of whetber s/lie
1s in a regular class or a self eontained epecial education class.

Fuchigami and Sheperd (1968) found different results from studying
friendship and neighborhood-petterns when they compared EMH méles who attended
-ne5 hborhood schools witt..those who attendei schools out of the neighborhood
and were transported to school.. SuHJects werc 111 16 to 18 year olds witli -
and 1IQ range of 51 to €8 (X=69.5). Special education teachers responded to
| a questionnaire regagding opportunities for these children to particiﬁate in
schooi related actlvities. The subjects were interviewed to ascertain their
friendship patterns and cholces. The investigators found the friendship
patterns varied considerably in both groups. Intelligence appeared te be
the factor assoclated nith school activity in that subjects witn an 1Q abovev
60 were generaiiy inVoi;ed in more activities, Major differences werz found
between the;groups in friendship cholces: neilghborhood school subjects reported
more~frieng§hips with noré&}s in and out of school whereas those whe attended
school out of the neighnerhood had more retarded friends.: |

These contra,tive results do not answer the question regarding the
.relationship between type-of placement to friendship development or peer
‘acceptance but- do raise an interesting question as- to what effect the lack
of differentiating buocd Versus nonbused subjects has had on other studles
with the handicapped. Craig (1966) criticized studies comparing hearing “

. ] N
S T
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impaired child:en‘s social skills when populations”xested were day class
children who were geographically dispersed and thus transported to s;hool. .
She suggested there is a confounding variable in studies when a child's play -
friends are in the néighborhood and therefore different from séhool friends.
With low incidence handicaps, transportiné children is Irequently done and

may need to be considered in describing populations studied. | |

Modeling and Social Skills

Imitation and observational learning has heen widely'discussed in the
'literatﬁre (see Flanders, 1968). There are va;iances 1ﬁ opinions as to the
strength imitation or modeling plays in the acqﬁisitibn of behaviors. 1In
pa;t. differences in opin;on are related to the manner in which “imitation"
is defined. Psycholinguists place a low value on tne role imitation plays

" in language acquisition (Slobin, 1971, r-:cuéin, 1970). On the other hand,
Bandura and others (cited in Kuhn, 1973) indicate imitation plays a prominent
.role.in social learﬁing. - Expanding on the theories of imitétion, Kuhn
considers a cognitive perspective of imitation. Sﬁe.aiscusses, frdm a
Piageti#n viewpoint, the importance of thé interaction between the child's
cqgnitivg structure, imitation environment, quél’and child's interpretation
of the model; In her own research on classification she found ihat if |
change occurs, childrengexposed‘to a model in ;tage lcarning tasks mﬁde
changés égﬁone staée above, regardless of what level was modeled:

This sugpgests,- then, that in the case of behaviors

which are part of a naturally-occurling scquence of

stages, an environmental model serves oply lo stimu-

late progress in this sequence; ‘1t does” not detexmine

the form of the'change. 2p. 177) .

If deﬁelopment.of social relationships 1is stagecleurning,gfindings by Kuhn

are important to consider in providing social models.
‘ '

Zimmerman and Rosenthal (1974)'reVLew the literature on observational

learning and rule-governed behavioer.” lhey differentiatlce between mimicry and

14
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and imitation and develop the arguement that imitation plays an important
role in developing and abstracting rules. In their studiei. on modeling and
verbalization they found support for the use of models:

Taken together, these experiments have demonstra+i.’?

the utility of modeling for establishing counceptual

behavior, that concepts so learned can be generalized

both immediately after training and also after long

delays, thai observationally instated -abstract pxradigms

are relatively independent of the particular stinuli

and experiments involved in the original training, and

that verbal instructions, rule and encoding paraneters

play important roles in observationally created

acquisition, §enera11zatlon, and retention of con-

cepts. (p. 33

Age of the child and the relationship to obscrvational learning has
been investipgated (Joslin, Coates and lMcKown, 19?3); In comparing four
and sever year olds' ability to perform novel behaviors after viewlng an

. adult filmed model, these researchers found age a significant variable. 1In
both rewarding and nonrewarding conditions, the seven year ol&s learned more.
This is of significance when considering pctential-modeling effects on the
preschool intellectually, verbally’and/or socrelly'dclayed cnild who is
functioning at a lower level than his chronological are.

Hartup, Glaser and Charlesworth (1967) point out the importance of peerl
reinforcement on sociometric status. Their reuearch supported the hypothesis
of other researchers clted in the article that ithere is a role of reinforcing
interaction in the_emergence of interpersonal attraction. Kohn (i966) also ¢
suggests the thild in interacting with peers obtainrs from them a desired
approach whioh in essence validates his approach to others and maintains the
equilibrium betweenvhimself and the environment. Kis study was limited to
a2 small number of first grade subjects but extensive otwervation of inter-
active behaviors periodically throughout a school year uas used for data

- collection. Significant relationships wure found tetwecn the rate children
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initiated towards others and received from peers as well as between the
proportion of positive acts given and received. Kohn states:

These results suggest that both witﬁ respect to quantity

and quality, the child gets what he puts out; that, in

other words, the child creates his oun environment. (p. 99)
The relationship of symbolic modelihg to social interactions and
social fesponsiveness_of children has alsb been investigated (Jakibchuck
and Smeriglio, 1975, Bandura, Grusec and lenlove, 1966, O*Connor, 1969,
Evers and Schwarz,‘1973, Cotﬁman, 1975). These studies have shown the
effects videotaped or filmed models have in changing -social behavior in
childrén, O'Connor (19725 foun& that both'shaping and modeling were effec~-
tive techniqﬁés %9 changing social behavior of 33 preschool 1solates, but c
that modeling resultedbin more fapid changes which were more s£ab1e over
time. The use of symbolic modéling has tﬁe advan£;ge of bctter cv . 1 of
the stimulu; although lacks the element of human interaction. Thus far the
results of studies using symbolic modeling support’ the use of modeling in

the development of positive sozial relationships in children but do not

claz}fy whether human 1nteraqt1dn is more effective than symbolic models in

intervention into the social skills of children. \

Lansuage and Social Skills

'An important area to consider is the réle:of_language in the development
and maintenance of positive social relationships. Mahoney (1975) states
that communication is “one of the (sic) principal mechanisms involved in
‘initiating énd sustaining social interaction between an organism and its
surroundings.” (p; 139) In investigating social speech and social intcractien,
Garvey anq Hogan (1573) suggest a strong relati;nship l.etween language and |

ot

social development:
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It may well be that a major function of carly ‘usnguage
use 1s social, in the sense of establishing and rain-
~talning interperscnal contact, As such children's

talk could also serve as a vehlcle for learning those
concepts that underlie soclal intercourse (e.g. concept
of .reciprocity, obligation, and complementarity. (p. 562)

Bates (1975) reviews the literature on language acquisition and relates
this to the deJelopment of soclial skills. she discusses the conflicting
views on egocentrism and states the following issues in relationship to

/ .

the developmentof social interaction in young children:

1) social intent and. empathy in small children

2) private or nonsocial speech and its function in problem solving

3) repetition or play with the surfice forms of speech .

I) role taking, or the ability to take the listener's perspective

5) the ability to produce and to understand the "listener cues"

- required by conversational rules (p. 263) _

She describes the'ciassic debate on egocentrism, lahguage and thought between
Vygotsky and, Piaget and summarizes the latter's view as "the egocentric
child may indeed te very socially motivated durinc most of his speech. He
is egocentric only insofar as he is unable to adapt his specch successfully
for his intended iistener." (p. 268) This concept houever, is st11l being
debated because there are conflicting findings on tnc ability of a young:child
to adjust“to a listener. Both theoretical and methodologzical variances
account for these d:fferences but ‘recent studies (Shatz and Gellman, 1973)
suggest a preschool child can édjust linguistically to the listener. ”It is -
of interest to view Bates' consideration of the developuent of language and

cognition in relationship to the devéiopment of social skills in normal

children for it raises interc“ting qucotlonu in ILFurd Lu Lhe ability of the

__ﬁ__—communieat%Oﬁ—h capp d-child—toest blish positive pecr relationships.
Would differences or delays in verbal development and'pousibly‘cogniélve
development account for differences or delays in social development oi“the_~
- éommuniéation handicapped child?w Would remédiatign éf a communication d¥sorder

have poéitive.effects on peer interactic:”

17 o B




. interpersonal develonment parallels that of cognitive development with

kS ’ :
‘1(11 N -

Also uslhc a Pi“fﬂtlln model, Lr-e (1975) proposes that the process of

different conditions influencing each. As thought and language develop, the
child also develops in social areas, learning to conserve the soc1al partner
and situation. Lee sugmests that for assessing the social partner the child
must consider physical characteristics, behavioral and emotional states and
the role rclationship. For as sessling the social situation the child must

consider the settinc and the group. lhrough experience in soc1al exchanges the

-child learns to-cla sify cues and construct social schemas. a process which

interfaces with cognitive structures.‘ ‘Lee also stresses the importance of
language during:the preoperational_and operational stages: "The primarv“tool
for sccialization is tho interpersonal exchangestd (p. 213) »
Asher, Oden and Gottnan (in press) stress the importance.of accurate
communication, as mecasured by object descriptlon, password or similar activities
which require the chiid to relate information to others has in developing
friendships. According to studies crted in the article, improvement in

communication rcsulted in improved social relations in elementary school a

“children who vere preVrously rdentified as isolates Asher, et. al propose

that the reason children wno communicate poorly may be less liked is "that
it is not-very reinforcing or personally validatlng to be with someone who
cannot express his idcas clearly and who may not be an especially good

- - v RS .

listener." (p. 29)

cralg (1" -liscusses the relationship of -languape to the developnent

of self concept and social interaction in invéstigating the social skills ol
a language deficit group, i.e., the deaf. Her subjects were 48 nine to

twelve'year olds from three school populations: jnstitutionalized deaf,

mnoninstitutionalized (day school) deaf and normal hearing public school

children. In comparison to earlier studies with this population which had

18
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poorly controlled variables, Craig nsed population selection to control for
age, sex, IQ, hearing loss, class size and length of acquaintance With class
peers. The soclometric instrument used was a modification of one used by
Schiff which compares actual soclometrlc ratings with predjcted ratingsin

order to obtain an index of perceived_self. Carc was talien to assure the

Y

subjects knew the minimal language required for the task. lier findlngs
indicated the self concept of the deaf child was less accurate (a greater

difference between self perception and ratings of others) tran that of normal

‘hearing children, Language was the significant variable in the establishment

»of social acceptance

In contrast to the above findinﬁs and similar studies with the hearing
impaired, Kennedy and Bruininks gl9?4§ found 15 first and second grade .
hearing impaired children integrated into normal classrooms had a high level
of social accr»tance and realistlc sflf perceptions, 'Thc-hearing loss of
the subjects ranged irom moderate to\profound and. all wore hearing alds. Speech
and language ability of the suvjects was not descrlbed. Soclometric measures

used to evaluate peer acceptance and socloempathy were Horeno-type peer

nomination.scales with pictures to 1llustrate responses for "friend," ™“all

right" and "wouldn't like."! A modified: version' of th¢ Ohio SocialJAcceptance'
Scale was aleo used. No specialiattention was given to the language'USed for
the tasks which were adminlstered in a group settin" In lirht of the communi—
cation preblems the hearing inpaired subjects would be anticipated to have,

\

method of administration of these mcasures may have heen more appropriately

done-individually.‘ Although—this_;oaldwnot affect the choiccs made by the
normal children it could affect the choices made by the handncappcd children.

The authors did feel however, the findings indicated the hcaring impalred

(language delayed) subJects enJoyed high vocial status in their classes and

svogested one of the reasons may have be:.r. that "young nun-handicapped children'

19 -
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% .
are more nurturant than older children toward hearing impaired children." (p. 341) -

-

Shears and Jensera (1969) suggest that children with visible physical
_ handicaps nay experience ease in social acceptance in that the need for
explaining the problem is minimized and ihe normal pecr 1s more apt to Know
how to accomodate. Physical anomolies and a prosthesis, such as a hearing aid
uhich signals a disorder, hay assist the interactor in understanding the
problem. “They suggest, however. that a communication handicap which is dcoustic
(invisible) rather than visible would cause difficulty in message exchenge so
that negative social interactions could result. .

Studies with definitive information on the communication ability of the

Al

lhandicapped subJects would be helpful in further understanding the possille

effects a speech and language disorder has on social in.eraction, Level of
communicative ability may have been one factor accounting for differences in
results ‘between similar studies. Foux example, three siudies with retaric
children had little information in regard to- uUbJEth' communication abillity
but suggested that communication may have been a variable. Although not fully
: described, severe language delay was inferred as the significant factor ink

| two of seven -retarded children's lack of social development through play with
‘models (Devoney, et. al., 1974). Minimal'language‘disorder assoclated with -
mental retardation was also inferred as the reason for successful soclal skill
development—of a preschool child in an intervention prograimn (Helson, et. al.,

1973) Less intense rejection by normal peers of L studcnts ready to par-

ticipate in a regular class was found by Lapp (1957). ‘These extremcs in

'communication ability, inferred but not describcd in the studies, may have
resulted in differences in social success of the menLa]ly retarded subJects
One might further question the findings of studies which nelther described v
the speech‘and language abilities of the’ subjects or which pooled the data on

groups labeled EifH.

20
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Coates and Hariup (1969) discuns discrcpencies in findings regarding the
relationship of age ard vcrbalizati)n as a faciiitator of learnlng from
models. Although the question of ¥hether or not preschoolers' soclal learning .
is enhanced by acconpanying verbalization is yet unanswered, the literature,
according to these.nuthors. indicates Qerbalization seems to fucilitate social
learning in normal children. It would be of intercst to learn if the same
principle is truc Hith”the_lingnistically handicapped population.

' Dcutch (l9?h)‘lnvcstigatcd thc relationchip of nornal femalc‘preschoolers'
communicative egoccntrisn, the ability to take another's View—point,_to the
level of peervpopnlarity;; Conmunicative egocenirism was evaluated with a modi-
fication of a technique used by‘Glucksberg and Krauss (cited.in article);

Subjects (60 females, CA 3.0 to.5.0 enrolled in nyrsery school) described six

‘nonsense figures to the examiner. Responscs were scored and the degree of

communicative egocentrism obtained. Social interactions werc observed and

direct sociometrics (iven to mca"nre popularity. The level of ‘communicative

’egocentrism of the subjects related’ significantly Wwith obseIVations of fre-

quency.of interaction but not with direct sociomc -ic measures. . Although

I D i ’ )
Deutch’suggestsua‘prcschool child's ability to take the viewpoint~of another
person is related o -observed popularity but not peer choices, the time

sampling method used (tallying interaction every 15 seconds during ten five

'ninute intervals over a three week period) may have affected the results.

-There is also some questlion as to whether the task used to measure communicative

cgocentrism was va]1d.

\

Languag euDCVclopmcnl and Nouolinb

. As previouslv dlscussed psycholingulsts place a low value on the role

imitation plays in langgage acquisition. There are, however, numerous

language intervention proérams which stress modeling and imitation for

R}

developing linguistic skills 1n language handicapped children (HcLean Yoder and

Schiefelbusch, 1972) The 1mitation/mode1ing concept as a basis for these

2:1 \\\,
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intervention programs is in part the same concept which supports integrating
linguistically handicapped children with normal children. ‘This concept subsumes
that,tne'opportnnity for verbal modeling will naturally occur when handicapped
and normal children are combined into the same academic setting. The question
of how this will occur is not answered. Furthcrmore,<if models do have a potential
positive effect, there 1s no literature to support whéiﬁéi or not and, if so, |
how frequent communication interactions between normal and handicapped children
occur in a mainstreamed classroom. R ‘
The articles by Kuhn (1973) and Zimmerman and Rosenthal (1974) also have
- relevance in relating language deﬁelopment and modeling in that théy sugpest
observational learning has an effect on stane learning and rule governed be-
havior These are both characteristics of lanaua"e from a linguistic but not
_necessarily psycholingu1stic point of view (Brown, 19/3) It would then
follow that the communication handicapped Chlld would beneflt from observing .
a model even without interactlng. Perhaps, as huhnfpostulates, the model uill'l
not detefmine the form of the change (in communication ability) but only |
stimulate-progfess for change.,
. Consideration must also be ginen to the quality as well as quantity of
verbal interaction between models and the communication handicapped. "Shatz
and Gellman (1973) have‘fonnd that young children-adgust their language to
. listeners. The four year old subjects in theif study were evaluated.as to-
. egocentric level in a task similar to. the one uséd:by Deutch (1975) but simpli-

>fied._ Although subjects showed poor performance on Lhc egocentri m task
evalnation of their.spontaneous conversationsywith two year olds and adults
indicated they had the ability‘to adjust lingulistically tOAthe listener, thus
suggesting an ability.to recognize another*'s$ viewpoint. Four year olds tended

t "talk down" to two year olds and in fact, showe:d dllrerent ad justments

- 22
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between younger and clder two year olds. Shatz and Gellman suggest that
x, .
studies which measure egocentrism through having the child provide verbal -

.labels or indicate causality tax a young'ehild's linguistic and cognitive

abiiity but do not suggest children cannot take into account or adjust the?r“
messages to listeners when thegtggkkallows them to use Lhe semantic and% '.J o
syntactic repetoire available to them. These findings not only raise questions
in regard to other studies on egocentrism, but could be interpreted to suggest
that model children may behave in a similar manner, i.e. "talk down" to a

linguistically deiayed child of .their same age. One cannot be sure, however,

froem Shatz and Gellman's study if the four year olds were reacting only to the

language of the two year olds or 1f size differences were ccntributlng to the -

language changes.

Other Factors Related to Social Skills
The propinquity aspect should be considered in studying mainstreamed-

classrooms_to ascertain if “there ”s:a'relationship betwecn riearest neighbors

in the classroom-and friendship choices. ’Propinquity has been correlated with

social acceptance. Two studiec cited in Lindzey and Byrne (1968) indicate

friendship cholces vary with proplnquity or physical proxlmity Gallagher
studled second- through fifth grade children and found ,oclal attractlon to vary
as a.function of clqseness of re31dence. Byrne reportcd scating patterns in
coliege classes influenced attraction. Tne question can then'be raised, 1is |
propinquity between children.in_a preschool claserocm ritated to friendship
choices? ';. ' ’ . o . ;

| Similarity of personality eharacteristics; at least as they'are perceived,
tends to relate to attraction between individuals tut tan”be altered by time

and situation. Lindzey and Byrne (1968) state many stud::s in thls area were

3

;-

s

"methodologically weak and quote Secord aid Backman who su, rreist 'interpersonal

congruéncy" is a determinent of attractiun: "when a porson perceives arother

23



fIntervenfionj;nto'Social Relationships & the Ixcepllonal Child

-22-

as behaving in a way that confirms his self concept, attrac}ion is e}icited...

behavior may involve either similarity or dissimilarity depénding on the need

in question and on the situation.” (p. 505) If this is true for young childréh,

would similarity or dissimilérity 1n communication in a mainstreamed classroom
~

A

correléte with social interaction? z

Other ﬁersdnal and situational characteristics have bzen found to be

P

" assoclated with friendships in children. Lindzey and Lyrne (1968), Asher,

ét. al. (in press), Levis and Rosenbloom (1975) and Gronlund (1959) discuss
o ¢ .
such areas as name, race, sex, religion, sociometric status, acclident-proneness,

;population mobility, physfcal attractiveness, opportunities for interaction

X

and peer relationships.

‘The previous discussion on social and language factors of norm:l and

hahdicapped children stressed findings from inter and intra group studies.

* Research activity has also dealt with investigating thé results of intervention

into the development of soclal interaction of mentally retarded and other
handicapped children. Because mainstreaming is an educatioral intervention which
may have'ramifiéationé on the social and language development of handicapped

children, 4t appearS'éppropriate to present studies on interveniidnfinto

" social skills; Following is a discussion of such studies which have attempted

to further factor out or at least infer variables which may effect the develop-

ment of friendshibs in handicapped children. Thesez studles also provide.

examples of . the difficulties cncountered in research in lhis area.

L

Intervention into a child's social ability continues to be an important

area in the development of friendships in children. Studies :in this area

“.reflect the effectiveness or limitations of modeling, chaping and coaching

to‘improve.ffiehdships and social -inteciictlons with children who are other-

wise normal (Oden and Asher, 1975, Astor, et. al., in press). Studﬁes

N 24
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directed to improving social interaction‘of the exceptional child have also
. used various intervention methods~ Do something to raise a child's social’
status quality or quantity of interaction, and hopeiu]ly the group wWill
perceive the child and s/he perceive her/himself in a more positive manner
which will facilitate peer acceptance and the cyclic etfect aSSociated’with
the development of a positive self concéﬁt. V . o
T Chaires (cited in Lilly, 1971) paired two popular classmates with two A -
low status children from intermediate and Jjunior hight LIMH classrooms in an o
attempt to raise the social status of tne unpopular children. Treatment
consisted of practicing a skit during a Tive week period, two times per
. week 15 minutes per session - Post testing revealed low status children
improved significantly in their ‘'social status but poor control ‘of variables
and lack of follow up limit interpretations of this study.
S Chennanlt (1967) also paired unpopular EMH stud(nts with popular EFMH

7

students from the same class in the planning anﬂ presentation of a ukit

s

Results indicated the' experlmental froup made short term galns in soc1al
acceptance by peers as well as in the subjects' pechived peer acceptance.
Chennalt suggested several reasons which may have contributed to the positive
short term gains, e.g. group experience teachcr support, cxpcrimenter attention.-
She concluded that "perception of improved status sugrests that a change in
. 'self-acceptance might well have occired and that the effect of the treatment
on peer acceptance might have'becn;mcdiated by the chanuc in self acceptance
and vice-versa. (p. 457) |
ReCOgnizing ihe limitations of controls and lack of follow up information

& to evaluate maintenance, Ruckcr and Vincenzo (19]0) extcndcd tHe Chennault

study using more carefully controlled Variables and follow up testing. A

modified Ohio Social Acceptance Scale n:s used for pre- 1Cot' post -test and

‘post post—test measures. Subjects werc 95 intexmedidte and:Junior high
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students/in EMH classes. "Two of fhe loast accepted and two of the most

accepted children in each class were paired to plan and prcduce a carnival . = .

.o

for their class. Subjects met for iwo weeks, 45 minutcs<tuice a week. Postﬂl
testing was done three days after the carhival and revealed sociometric_gains
but post-post testling one month later .indicated social gains<mcre not maintained.
In a follow up to the Chaftes*stuhy anéd in the same gein as the other |
studies described:above, Lilly (l9?lj evaluated the eficct of intervention
on low achieving students to determine what facters contributed to improved'
| social status. Forty- elght subJects from fourth, fitth and’ sixth regular

grades were divided into six treatment rroups. jull Jmpact treatment,

'experimenter impact treatment pcer impact treatmer.t, minimal impact trea+ment,

a

uithin classroom treatment and full control condition low socilal status Y
children were in the lower quartile of academic achievemént and, on a.three
point sociometric scale, vere ranked by peers as the louest tuo children in
class High and low’ paireg/children were given five weeks of treatment which

consisted of making a movie to present to their class, This ac¢tivity was

chosen because of the minimal emphasis on verbal skills in comparison to thef
cother_studies. Treatments produced sibnificant immediate gains in_social-

' \
accepta\Ce but these pains did ' not endure over a six week iollow up period.

'

Of importance, howeyer, vas the findinr there Was 1no diffcrentiation among

*treatments ox. interaction_involved,in improving social acceptance as measured

'in this study. b

One stu&y which suggests long.term positive gains*in social acceptance.
resulting_from retarded chfldren—intcracting witih nornmls vas donc at the
,Jewish Community Center Assocaition in St.Louis. .Pumphrey.'et. a1.=(1970)2
reported in a retrospective study.of retardedbchildren iho had participated in
ongoing leisure time actiyity uith‘norunls at the cunter, bf ihe 41 children

Bl

&2
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“who had five years of assoclatlion :ith thc center, 26 were located for follow:
up. Twenty—one boxs and twenty girlo, IQ range of 48 to 78 Were studied with

- a class sociometric (choose three to be with on a fleld trip) and scores on the

Metropglitan Achlevcment Test. Results 1ndicated that in comparisoﬁluith matched

fﬁsubgects who did not at{end the cen+er, B/h of the JLLA retarded children did

'well_socially and attemptcx to partlcipate with normal peers. The MAT scores

and other language reports showed the subjects wcre higher in word knowledge
dnd sfelling and had clso'developed slang, kidding and knowledge of fachion which
could.contribute to their social skills. ' <

- Although several Studlcs (cited in Asher, et. al., in press) hdve-

1n0est1gated interventicn with children labeled isolates, few studies have

. looked at peer interactions and friendships of the preschool communication

ihaddicapped child. Dcvcney, ei;‘al. (1974) investigated'the effects of Social'

play with normals on scven héndicapped children with a range of handicaps.

Children varied from nonverbal to verbal and many manifested behaviodral problems
4 ' :

of hyperactivity or excessive passivity. .Quality of play was recotrded with a

time sampling method utilizing a six-point rating scale (autism to cooperative).’

_During the treatment phase, normal children were brought into the special

- classroom and probes indicated social play improved in a small but positive

e

direction. In the final phase, tecuchers intervened bx‘structurlng play'and

" combinlng groups. A signiflcani increasc~in quality and quantity of play

occured. After strucLyring. fiveucf sevcn-childrcn ;pent‘approximately 75. per
ccnb of their time in nsSocldEch or. coopcrative play. ‘I'he two cplldrcn who
did nbt show jalns were the only nonvcrbal children ln the class. The authofs
concluded "nonncnd]cappcd prcschool children can serve as effective models for
play bchavior arid produce a substantial and rapld 1ncreaa=in both the quantihy
and quality of play in handicapped children." (p. 362) Unfortunately the
authors did noi state the numbcr,.duration or period of treatment but only

"three times a week durins the free vlay veriod.” (p. 361) Neither teacher
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behavior nor type of structuring were described%éo it iz impossible to
evaluate what effect these factors would have on the findings.

It appears from results of both identification and intervention studles -

~ that the handicappedépopulatioh has difficulty in establishing and maintaining

‘social relationships. With the increased momentum to integrate the handicapped.

with the normal child at an early age, careful evaluation-uf«the effects this
educational maqagement will have on the handicapped is needcds

Rationale for Investigatines the Social Skills and Communlcotion Interactions
of Fainstreamed Communication Handicapped I'reschool Children

Many of the identification and intervention studles rcgarding the
social skills of handicapped children have been hampercd by lack of.follow
up studies, use of small U's,fpoor céntrol of wvariables, lack of reported
information';hich allows for }epeatability of éﬁﬁerimcntation, v;riation in “
use of sociometric measures, variatién in‘amount and type cf intervention,
the grouping of sﬁbjects according £o broad educational lalels, the use of

questionable measures to make generalizations and, .in some instances.  the

- use of 1nappropriate statistics and observational nethodolcegy.

Unfortunately most studies of the soclal rclationsh*ng of handicapped
children do little to describe subjccts beyond age 1Q dnd educational label,
Not only are communication levels rarely described. but behavioral aspects,

racial and cultural differcnces and physical appcarance and olher factors

vkndwn-to affect social acceptance of norgals and retarded children are often

not reported in the literature on social acceptancc/dcvclopment of handicapped
children. If ccamunication ability of the subjects ic reportéd, neither
diffgfences between receptive and expressive abiliiy nor speech (phonology,

voice, fluency, prosodic features) and language (semantics, syntax, morphology)

‘are made, measured or described. Since several studies look at the older

handicapped child, the contamination of long term learning by the subjects

R | - 28
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(négafive seif:concept) and peers (prejudice against differences) possibly
present a different picture than that of studies with preschool handicappéd'
" ehildren interacting with normal children. |
In addition to considering the relétionship betucen language and social
development, one must consider the role of langﬁage in neasuring social skills.
This becomes especially 1mpoftant ﬁhen sociometric mcasures are used with a
linguistically impaired population to ascecrtain their sociometfic choices.
In reviewing.the literature on thn difficulties gssociated'with measuring
personalitf characteristics of thc“mentally retarded, Qardner.(19673 stresses
the_impéftance of recognizing fhat limited reading, Qefbal and cognitive
abilities can affect test rés.ult.s. Craig (1965) points out that the validity
of testing social skills of a language disordéred population is questionable
if the language loading of the task is not considered She found that by
carefully controlling the language level and presentation of the sociometric
task with thp deaf population, validity and rellabillty comprable to other
sociometric measures with normals were obtained. Several authorg suggest the
reliability and validity of personality and sclf concept measures with the
retarded be treafed with caution (Schurr, 1972, Laurerice and Winchel, 1973,
Gallagher, 1959) "liowever, Zisfein and Hosen (19/&) indicate four self concept

measures_evaluated in their study are usable uith the mentally retarded in that

Ny

findings varied independent of 1Q of fhc_ho adult subjects (ca 19 to Pq; i=25.3;
IQ 49 to 101, i=71.3). These measures controlled fo; languare ievel and |
utiiized primarily honverbal responscs.

Sociometric measures with nonverbal represcntation to minimize verbal
loading such'és qsed by McCandless and larshall, hborc and Udegraff, Biehler,
Abel and Sahenkaya (cited in Lindzey and, Byrne, 1$65) cr materials’ used by

Craig'(1965) may facilitate sociometric measurcment wiih the handicapped

29
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population, especially thosc with accompanying languape disorders. Picture
sociometrics. picture completion with line drauings or naired pictures are ’
all potentiaLly usable with the 1in~uistically 1mpa1rcd if directions are also
modified vwhen needed.
Behavioral data on pcer interaction over a lony ierm tasis which takes
into account both quality and quantity of interaction may.te usable in
assessing soclal acceptance and factors which may be imporiant“as weli as

~

practical in changing social and verbal status of handicapped children.
Recently Ray (1975) reviened the limited amount of recent‘research which utilizes
ethological methods with normal and handlcappcd preschool children. He
demonstrated the use of this method as well as interesting differences between
free_play behavior of normal and Down's Syndrome toddlers. Gottman, Gonso_and
vRasmussen (1975) and Campeal, Gottleib and Harrison (19/4) also studied

social relationships of retarded children ithrough thce use of naturalistic
observation techniques. Unfortunately thcse.studios and others used time
sampling-techniques and sampled behaviors which were both states and events.

Therefore, of the few studies in this area which used naturalistic observation,

findings were contaminated by Drocedures. As Oimark and Marvin (197h) utate.

1
i

Joe.a time sampling technique is seldom if ever,

]ustified It yields apparent data that rarcly

can be uscd across different ages, seXes, [proups,

or even bchaviors within an individual, especially -

when subtle differences are being soupht, and it

may obscurc ¢ross differences that result £rom

_ diffcrenccs in the patterning of behavior. (p. 17)

Baldwin andiBaldwin (1972) noted the lack of studies in naturalistic situations
amd recommended observations of social interactlon bctwucn*handicappcd and
normal children be done using “"direct observation cof the chlld interacting
with significant people in - his environment " (p. 4) Further discussion of the

use of naturalistic observation in the study of language and soclal relatlon-

ships of young children can be found in ilurton Jones (1972), Hutt and Hutt (1970),
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Lewis and Rosenbloom (1975) and Mahgney (19?5).%

. MacMillan (1971) prorosed changes in research approaches in special edu-
cation which are applicable to the naturalistic study of interactions between
normal and handicapped children. He states the necd for the following changes:

1) shifting from a developmental emphasis on factors B
influencing behavior and learning to a focusing
on events and conditions existing in the present,

2) shifting. from the before and after experimental
design to the use of repeated measures over tlne,
especially to note changes in bchavior ac it occurs.

3) shifting from a cnmparison of experimenlul and-gontrol
groups to a comparing of individuals as. well as
groups, thus eliminaling the imprecisions that accom-
pany groups ihat are only partially matched on a
small number of variables. '

‘4) shifting from research procedures speéifically
requiring implementation by statisticlans and
professional researchers to the use of parent,
teacher, or impartial otserver data. (p. 3)

The malnstreaning movement, the questions of developmental and
maintenance aspects of social relationships, the recognition that handicapped
children are potentially less accepted by their normal peers, the fact that
negative social experiences affect self concept crcnting a cyclic\problem
which generalizes to academic”achlevement, the role communication plays‘in
establishing and maintaining friendships, the limitations of contrived
:expcrimanal settings, the varlatlon of faclors which operate in the develop-
‘ment of social interactions and the effect of modcling on changing social and
verbal behavior all suggest the need for investigaling soclal relatlonships
and communication interactions of mainstreamed communication handicapped pre-
school children in a naturalistic setting using elholo:ical methods.

The first purpose of this, pilot study is to investigate the social

relationships of preschool communication handicapped cl.ildren placed with

normal peers who act as models. The -llowlng questicns arc proposcd:
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ina pfeschoolvcldesroom which integrates normal and communication
vhandicapped children;
1) Do children temdto more frequently associate (are more
frequently obeervedhto he in physigal prcximity) with those
thcy select as-friends on a sociometric measure? _
2) Arc handicapped chlldren more likely to.establish friendships
with other handicapped children in a preschool ;;tLing° | !
3) Are normal children more likely to esLablish friendships with
other normal children?
4) Is speech intelligibility or language performance a.variable
in the.iriendship chcices of young  normal and cOmmunication
handicapped children? | ‘

The second purpose of this study is to investigate the commurication inter~-
actions of a severely linguiStically handicapped child in order to ascertain:
1) What type of communication interactions occur? ’

2) Who are the most frequent interactors?

3) How are these communication eventslreinfcrccd?

In more colloquial terms, do children who hangiaround together tend to
be friends, and, if.so,ldc they hang around with those who are communicatively
similar or dissimilar, suggesting whether or not a "model' child is having

an effect on social and lingui tic development of a communication handicapped

peer? . .
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¢ METHODOLOGY
-

Subjects _

Five classrooms were obséf?ed in.a prograa“for preschool handicapped
children prior to selection for the gtudy. All classroqms had both
communication handicapéed and model chiidren all of who were transported |
to school. Model children were described in this program as normal in |
intelle;tual, verbal and social skillsf Handiééﬁped éhiidren, according
to the administrative definition, were/exceptional children w;}h character-
istics ranging from very mild to vcrj severe as designated By Article XIV
of The School Code of Illinois.

Following observationslof these classes; one class was chosen for the
~ pilot study in:th;t it fullfilled the-following criteria: 1) the class
schedgle.had a minimum of one hour of open-informal activity daily which .
would allow for observation of children's verbal and nonverbal interaction
in a relatively free setting (1.e., a classroom atposphere with a mihimum
amount of teacher initiated or directed a;tivity), 2) a class which had at
least one severely linguistically handicapped child, 3) a class with faifly
equal distribution by sex and ratio of models to handicapped, L) a head
teacher who was cooperitive and interested and 55.a facility which offered
ease of observation through a one way vision mirror wiih audio facilities. '

The class chosen for study was described by £he hcﬁd teacher as
originally being structu;ed'and becoming more informi) as the children
showed increased ability to functlon in an open setiing. ‘Therefore, the
class could not be described as an “open classroom?-in total philosophy or
practicé<but dﬁring'thenperiod of obsérvation and data éollec%ion did full-
fill several of fhe criteria for open—informél»education (Bvans, 1971, Katz,

1972). Because the program was also i:ivolved in teache. iraining, there



were two tc four tea~hers present in'tdditionhto the four ncdel and five
communication handic:ipped children.

-The model or ncrmal children (KC) includcc two females, CA 3-11 and
4-3, and two males, A h 6 and -11 (group Mdn 4-5) with normal IQ scores
on the Standford Blnet and speech and languare diagnostic-findings indicating
normal phonological, morphological, semantic and syntactic ability. The
.communication handicapped chlldren (HC) included two males and three females,
CA 4-0 to 6-2 (Mdn Ni-5) with intellectual test Tindings ranging from untestable
to normal IQ. Spcech and language diagnostic‘information suggested that
_although all HC had communication disorders, the range in sevefity and type
of disorder indicated thc.need for subcategorizing this group.

- Two thildren ecaterorized as handicapped,had severe disorders of langnage
(HC-L) including one malc.(CA 5-9) who used jargon, echolalia..screaming and- -
some single word ucterances and a female (CA 6-2) who was frequently nonverbtal
but did use singlc word and occasional two and three nord utterances as well
as some manual signs in communicating XOne.female (CA ﬁ 5) was categorized
as delayed in speech and language (He- b/L) in that she combined meaningful
intelligible speech with echolalia and jargon which was unintelligible. “One
male (CA 14-0) was described as initially having a moderate language disorder
but by the end of the otcervational period was normal (HC-L/M). One male
(CA 4-4) was categorized as having no communication disorder (HC-N): Althongh
he had been linguietically handicapped the prévious year making him}eligible
for the program.:he no longer had a communication handicap. His speech was
characterized by mincr developmental articulation crronc and Lhdsrhc morc
closely resembled a model child tnan a handicapped child. Changes in the
.communicaticn ability of the HC-L/N and the HC-S/L children during the
observation period of this study suggested the&'also were approaching the
normal category. The two severely linguistically handicapped children‘showed

minimal communication changes during the period the study was conducted.
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A1l children were from middle socioeconomic class homes. The handi-
:capped children haa normal hei;ing and vision and no apparent“oral'anomoliesg
which would account for their communication disorder. -kight of the children
in the classroom were White and one model female ﬁés BElack., Table I summarizes

the description of the handicappud éhildren.

Observation of Votential Social/Communication Interactions

F

Observations of the classroom chosen for study were done for several
sessions for the purpose of delinéatipg-which categories of inteféctioh would
e most uppropriétely recorded. After decisions were made as Lo;methodology,
the investigator practiced observational: and recordingltechniques for four
oné hour sessions. Recording forms and the notation system were revised
and evaluated. through use during an additional observation ﬁcriod.' ‘Data
collectirn for the‘pilot study was then-doné 11 tim;s‘ovér a period of eight.
weeks at.approximafely the sa;é time in the class perlod which)has characterized
by an open-infdrmal setting rather than a struétured period.

Scan sampling-(Altmann,\1973) prdéedures Wwere done at five minute 1nteryals
to asceraln the neérest neighbor (Kummgr, 1968), interactor, communication
event and state for each child.. A total of 39 scans ueré done w;th varying
nunier of observalions obtained for‘each subjec£ depending on whether they
were observable on the scan.

Nearest neightors (UN) wéfc dcfincd‘as a child or tcacher who was in
physical pfoximity close enough to talk to or reach and touch for communication/
“attention purposes (NN—l) or in a physcial sefting which allowed for potentlial
communication/sOC1a1“1n£eraCtion on a vert:l or nonverial lével (NN-2). DMNearest
neighbors were id;htified by name’if a child and "t" if a teacher. Because of
the rotation of téachers, no differentiation was madevfor this interactor/nearest
neighbor. If a’'child was engaged';n an 0ct1v1ty{such as vorking or playing-in

an area which did not allow visual conta.:t with othevs, uorking in an-area of the
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PPVT = Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test”\

DSS - Developmental Sentence Scoring (Lee)

SB = Stanford Binet 1972 norms

MIR = Mean Length Responss (Templin)
M5LR ~ Mean of the Five Longest Responses (Templin)
MLU - Mean Length Utterance (Brown) : ‘
VMI -~ Visual Motor Integration
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/// TABLE I: SUMMARY OF COMMUNICATION ABILITY OF
Py HANDICAPPED CHILDREN '
Receptive Fxpressive Phonol./ :
Name CA lanpiage Lanpuagae Intall. 10 Other
. ' . " Autistic-
Robert 5-9 Follows simple Inappropriate Unintoll, Untest. 1ike; shrt
dir. incon, labeling, jarg. other than  ~24yrs. - attn span
"HC-L Sevore delay screaming, somg ochole " hyperactive
echolalia rosponsus ‘
Tammy "6=2 Mod. delay & MLU Stage I Apraxic, SB 37? . Third yr.
’ diff. to Single words, Intell. in  Impress. in class
HC-L 885058 some sem. rels contoxt w/ is EMH
w7 some man.signs  known words
Laurie  4-5 PPVT 18%#ile MLR 1 sd=X Lat, fric. SB 75  Incresse in
' Incon. & in- M5LR 2 sd-<X & stops,. higher? intell. -and
HC-S/L . appe response DSS -10file frog. unint., VHI 24 decrease in
- to questions Jargon and unless topie echo.by Dec.
echoic with knoun ,
mng. lﬂngo
> Greg 40 Normal By Dec. MLR, Intell. Deve SB 92 On entry
‘ MSLR, DSS nor. artic errors VHMI nor. soc/verb,
HC-L/N ‘MLU Stage V Nor. dysfl. reticent
Some syntax ‘ '
errors .
Brent 4~y Normsl MLR, MSLR, DSS Dev. artio Nege. in Verbally
, PPVT 101 normal, MLU errors, In- test, reticent;
HC-N Stage V tolligible est nor. lLast yr.
R VHI nor hand.
\
Key:

»
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room with no apparent intent to cémmunicat; or interact;'a]one in the bath-
room or one of the small adqoininglclassrobms the situationwwas judgéé Neutral
(N). In the N staté nearest heighbors were recorded Lf they fullfilled the |
N-1 or li-2 description and there vere n% physical barricrs between them gnd
the scanned subject. If a c¢hild was not located on a scan (not in view, out.
‘of the classroom for individual actlvity or Lherapy, dtscnt) time out (t.o.)
was recorded and no_hN were noted. If the statc could nol be Judged to fit
into a N or t.o. éategéry 1t was recorded as Other (0) and a description
written. If the subjeét being observed'on a séan was jud?cd to be in neither a

verbal nor nonverbai interaction but had NN, the staty: was recorded as a
¥

_Communicatlon Potential (CP) state.

Communication events were recorded as follows: Verbal Receiver (VR)-

when a child or teacher was observed to be talking to the.child, Verbal
Initiator (VI) when the child was verbally communicatihp in some manner to
another, Nonverbal Receiver (NVR) when the child accepled or showed awareness

of another's nonverbal message of gestural or facial expression and lionverbal

~

Initiator (KVI) when the child was using a nonvertal communication aLtemﬁt.
Communication/social interactors. both receivers.and initiators, were

recorded as teacher (1), handicapped child (hec), normal child (nc), group or’

4

generally directed to a group of. others (p) aud unldnnlifned unknown and for

unrecognizable interactor (u). This latter CdLO”OLy included self-talk on

the part of the child.-

a S c
. - Q. .
The order of subjects scanncd was randomized cach Lime using a rardom

numbers table. On each scan a child was obseryeﬁ”fur upproxim;tely five
seconds to determine the nearest ncighbor(s), event, state, and when indicétcd
“interactor(s ) Although a.ca¢°ettc'tape with a fivv'm}nﬁtc tlme signal was
originally used, procedural problems occured and five winute signals Were

¢
obtained with an electric tifer.
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/ One seven&y_lin@uisﬁicaily‘handicapped female child (HC;L) was qhosen

for a focal animal study. Saquendes“of behavior were rccorded for five minnﬁe
time perioas.witn scans done before and after eacn facal animal observation.
The same categories of communiéatisn states ,events and interactors Were
recordéd.‘ In addition other_frequent‘behaviors'wnich ttie focal subject had
been observed doing were recorded (looking at others, walking around the roon).
An'attenpt vas made to record.the_timc spent in communication interactions and
communication potential by timing witn a stop watch Lhe ncutral and time out
‘periods. This procedure, howevcr, became too cumbeIsome and may have been

more 1nformat1ve if 1nteractions -nd CP were timed 1nsicad.

: Haterials and Procedures for Sociometric InvestlratJun

. Sociometric status was investigated throuph a picture sociometric
ieghniqug. Subjects were first trained on the task by having thém select
,picﬂures~of food the& most and least 1liked to eat. "hen, using color photos
of .each class member, subgects were asked to indicatc Llwo positive and two
negative choices for Pplayling with and talking to clacsmates. Although the
small class size would have allowed for the use of a roster ratin% pairing
or ranking task which would have fullfilled more of the rcquiremonts for a
'socionetric suggested by loreno (Lindzgy and Byrne, 1968), a specific choics
nethod was used. It was fcll limiting the number of cholces would lessen
the time and difficulty of jhe.task for the HC who had limited communicatipn_

. .and/or attention span Each child was seen individually in a snnil room
within the classroom.
The 1nvestigator nrcsentcd the traininﬁ task uith Lhe follbwing directions:

These are all pietnrcs of something to cat. I ltet there J
is one food you like to eat ihe best. Show we your

favorite food. Which one do you like to eat thc most?

{('hild chooses and picture 1s removed. ) - llow which onc

do you like to eat? (Child :hooscs and picltire is :

removed.) How show me some.t.inzg you don't 1lke Lo cat.
(Same procedure is used for iwo negative chotees.)
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< ' -
If the child successfully performed the traininp lask, the picture

sociometric vias adminlstered " Color photos of each chlld in class were

presented to the subject with the following directious:
I know you know all of these children because they are in
.school with you. You get to be with them almosi every
day. But I bet you like to play witih one of them more’
than.the others. Hveryone [eels thal way, Lot's-look
at all the pictures so you can ‘pick out the friend you
-Yike to play with the nost, Who is your best friend to
play with? (Child chooses and picture is removed.) If
- vasn't in school that day, then who would vou
play with? (Child chooses and picture is removed.)
Sometimes there are people we don't like to play wlth.
Everyone feels that way., Show me the.picturc of
someone you doén't like to play with. Who don't you
like to play with? (Child chooses and picture is
removed., llow show me. someone esle you don't like =
to play with. :

&11 piéturés were then rearranged a;d thé procedurc waﬁ repeated to
ascertain positive and negative ;talk t;" choices. Uith.the languagce
ndicapped\thildren thg directions were repeated or rephrased and gestures
dded~when.hecessary. JFor exahple, with one child who appcared uncertain of
the meaning of “"like and don't 1likg" the ihvéstigatqr‘addod positive and
egative gestures and a vocal "mmmmm" and "eeyuk.,'" Uilh another child,
manual signs accompanied vertal directionsto enhance her: understandinr The

decis1on to deviate from the directions was bvased on tre 1nvestigator s

; experience -with linguistically"handicapped children.

¢
~
1
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i ESULTS

Scan\Sampling and Soclonetric Datg ) .

The obsexrvaticnal data obtained from the scahs veresummarioed for each

”«child=according to slales,” events, interactor(s) and nearest neighbors(s).

(Sée Appendix.) Because the number of times each subject was located on a
o

scan varied the events and states observed for each oubJect were converted
to percentages in the various caterories. The subJects were ranked/according
to severity of‘cnmmunication ability (with the model childrcn sharing equal
ranks) and Spearman Rank correlatlons computed for L, CP,VI and VR categories.
Becausc of the low incidence of occurences of the nonverbal categories,
correlations were not done on NVR or WI. Correlations between, communication a
level and the N, CP and VR events/states were not slgnificant wherXeas Verbal
Initiation was ;1gnificant (r qus significant at p <.05.) These findings-
support the expectation that communication ability was positively correlatcd
with the frequency of occurence of verbal initiations. |

To ascertain if there was any pattern which 1dentif1ed who NC were
talking to and thus potentially acting as verbal models, the total number

nf verbal interactor° (initiators and receivers_including t, hc and nc) was

'computed for each ﬂroup. -Table II C‘~ummza.rizes this data. Althouéh the

frequency of occurcnce is blased by the number.of scans and the differences
in’ the size of the two groups (b hC and 5 HC) the results are of great interest.

NC received and gave verbalizations to teachero and other NC far more often

'than to HC. Also few instances.of,VI or VR were obscrved amongst HC inter- .

acting with HC or dtncr'HC The most verbal interactions obSeryed for both
groaps vere teachers talking to HC and the least frcquent (zcro) were HC -

talking to NC. In totaling all the Verbal interactions of these three groupsj

of interactors, nc, hc and-t, it is obvious.the 4teachers are doing the most .

é & 3€2p£%3{,rfaleéct&iasgagsé §¥sni%$$ ool this statistic wes

’ , '\ . .‘ i Jl().*
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TABLE 1I: VERBAL INTERACTIONS BETWEEN HANDICAPPED

_CHILDREN. NORMAZ ‘CHILDREN AND TEACHERS

Verbal Initiator - Verbal Receiver

t __NC HC t NC HC

" Seth 2 3.0 | L 5 0
-3 Reem 3 3 1 3 4 0
§ Curtis 3 1 0 B 8 3 0
Rachel 2 2 2 5 3 0
TOTAL 0 9 3 - 20 15 0
Brent ‘1 1 0 5 0 ." 0
Greg 0 0 2 S 0 | 1

82 Laurie ! 0 0 9 1 2
Nlamy 0 o 0 5 1 1
= Robert 1 0 0 ' 10 0 0
TOTAL 3 1 2 31/» 2 3
'GRAND TOTAL 13 10 5 5!& 17 3
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‘talking and HC are teing talked to the least by .their peers.

' ~ Analysis of licarest Heighbor data was-donc by toia]inn‘the numbe; of
nelghbors for each child in both groups. A Hﬂ ratio scorec was computed by
dividing that number by the potential Ni from each caterory. Results indi-
cated I'C had lIC as Nil twice as often as they haq He (i ratiouof NC=25,’HC=12.Q)
whereas HC had both liC and HC equally as KN (lil ratio of [iC+15.25, Hdﬁlu.ZS.)
A futrther breakdown of the ilC into two groups according to severity of the
communication disorder showed én interesting patlern, ¢ more often had
HC who were approaching normul commqnicatidn abilily a: b thdh they had the
more seﬁgrely handicapped children. !C showed no conﬁistent I pattern
betwggn ihese subgroupé of HC,

Sociometric cholces werc ploticd on matriccs (Table III.) Eecause of
the small K, no statistical treatment was done on the ceparate categories.
Hoﬁever, it can be ncted that in play and talk cholces by both groups, the [C
were most frequently the positive choic¢es and the HC the nerative choices.
Thils becomes more apparent when the data are pooled Qnd a stetistical analysis
1s possible. Chl Square tor the 2 x 2 contingency table was 6.863 which was
significant at the .01 level. This would indicate tluil not only do iC choose
NC for friendships but handicapped children chjose iC also,

Specific child choices are shown in the Appendix, ff ihe friendship
choices are compared to the educational placement cuaturories, no pattern in
seVerity.of the communication disorder is succestcd. However, if the two 1IC
who were approaching normal communication ability were acalce recuLc;or;zcd as
"normals" an interesting finding occurs, All IiC positive choices were cither
other models or "normals" wiih one exception. Also the "normals” made
bositive cholces of models and "normalgs"

No differences in choices accordinr to Sex or race wucre apparent, fost

. o
children had similar play and talk choic..;., For all iui onc i.C both positive
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PABLE III: SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES OF NORMALS AND HANDICAPPED

! ‘ ‘ Separate Categories

Play ' " Talk
-+ - o+ -
NC: 5 l 3 8 pc; L .2 | 6
Normal l ! ‘ Normal ' :
Childrsn | [ _ Childron ,
i“C 3 | 5 8 HC 4 6 10
8 8 8 8
Play , Talk
. + - : + -
" NC 6 2 \8 ' nc 5 1 6
** Hondepd ¢ f ** Handepd ! |
Children | . { ‘ Children; . - !
HC 2 . 5 7 HC 3 Yi 10,
8 , 8 8
Play and Talk
T+ - . + -
NC! 9 ] 5 ’1l+ NC| 11 | 3 14
Normal P dndepd
Childron | | o Children
HC__ 7 11 |18 , HC 5 12 17
16 16 ' 16 15
Summar N
+ -
Normal
Children 20 8 28
Hndcpd
Children 12 2 - 35
B JZ 11

* one handicapped child would not make a sezond repgative play choice .

** one handicapped child could not be conditioned to the task.
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| .and ﬁegatiﬁe categories had at least one repeated choice. This would suggeét
the children were sure of their positive and negative cholces for thai_day.'
ngever, the stability of pregchoolers sociometric cholces has been shown to
be low (Lindzey and Byrne, 1968) and comments by the children suggested there
may be low reliability if the measure were repeated latcr with this group.
When aske& why they chose a specific peer, the following comments werc given
by the childfen:
IAlike him because he plays bﬁll with me.

I like her because she's nice.
I don't like her because she does a little lud stuff sometimes,

I like his shirt.

He's my best friend because he Just is.

Because he's nice to me,

Because he gave me something,

I just do.

Just because,

Because.
Only one comment reflected communication ability influenced the friendship
choice. A NC chose the HC-L female aé a positive choice for talking to
because '"She knows my name." The manual sign and verhal approximation of the
name of the NC had indeed been recently learned by the lC,

In comparing observed K with sociometric choices, no pattern could be
established. W1ith instances of a high occurence of a spéciflc nearest
nelghbor, sociometric choices varied from like to dislike. The sane variance
was noted with low or no occurences of Il and, 1n fact, in onc pairinr (MC and
HC L/N) there were 0 and 1 Iili observationu respeciively tut fheir choices for
talk and play were mutually positive. One iriad of two IC and the HC-S/L had
opposite choices from those who chose them, i.e., their dislikes and likes
. within this group of three showed polar choices. . (Sec Appendix for specific

soclometric choices given and received in comparison to olscrved NN for each

child. 1NN-1 and Nl-2 were not deemed necessary to ditfcr ntiate.)
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Sociometric choices were used to identify the children in the ciassroom
- who Wwere most liked, -disliked and neutral. The three most liked were ' .;
three most disliked 1nc1ﬁﬁed the HC-S/L, HC-L and one lC; ihe three n Atrato
(nearly equal posiiivé_and negative low frequcncy-chojcns) were the fen.le
HC-L, the HC-L/N and the HC-li.

Focal Animal Data

After an attempt to analyze the sequences of behavior in relation to_ -
probab%lities and time segments, it was decided possible inconsistencies of
the novice investigator in timingrand recording the lehavior resulted in data
whici: lent itself better to a simple analysis of the relationship between the
types of communication events-and the interactor's responses. Table IV shows
the total number of observed communication events (Verbal receiver, nonverbal
recelver, verbal initiator and nonverbal 1n1t1ator), ihe type of 1ntefactof
(teacher, handicapped child, ndfmal child) and the type of response which
followed the event. One can recall from the description of the classroom
that there were usually approximately the same number of interactors in each
category present in the room éach déy. Therefore, although an‘accurate count
of potential interactors was not made during each focal animal observation, -
it can be assumed the risults represent the aencfal trend of the relationship
betﬁeen_event and respo;se on the part of the child or cvent and response on
the part of the interactor. During the recording of observations and when
analyzing the daﬁa, tﬁere Were lnstances when a sequence of 1ntéractlons
occured. In this case, since the content of the dialcrue was not available
for analysis, the investigator arbltrarily decidcdlthe person inltiating the
event continued to be recorded in that role.

From the results it can be seén that the subject wis more frequently

communicating with a teacher and of the:. interactions iis more often a verbal
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TALLE IV: COMMUNICATION LVEITS OF Tl
' ' FOCAL AKIMAL (HC/L)
Event © Subject's unesponse
B : VA VA o Resp, ] Total
g g.: VR(t) 31 31 s 109
&2 |VR(hc) 0 ~ 0 . 5 5
~ o |VR(re) 2 " o _.an L .
A% et 0 0 0 0o |
’5,‘3 WR(he) - 0 0 ' z 2 ,
2w [WR(nc) 0 1 - - 4 '
22 |Total 36 It a0 166
Event _ - Interactor's licsponse
8 VA NVA Ho Kesp. Total
'SE VI(t) I 1 . 7 22
85 |VI(he) 0 0 1 1
"2 Wilne) 1 5 5 11
8- IWIilr) 0 1 1 2
by E 1WVI(hc) 0 0 z 2
g H rI{V]_(nc) 0 0 N _C 0
22 |Total 15 7 ) 16 33 )
Potential
Interactor Potential Intcractor's Response
VA VA _ Lo ltesp. Total
S TIN5 3 0 . ....27 : 30
P9 Ihe _ 0 0 11 10
gg ne 3 0 13 ) 16
3% |& 0 0 —_— ok h
S/A rotal [ 0 55 61~
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feceiver (109 1nstances) than a verbal initiator (22). Of the 109 insfances

of a teacher talking to the subject'only approximately;one—third of tge time
(31) did the subject respond verbally. Thirty-one times she demonstrated a
;nonverbal response (complying, shaking hexr head in agrecment, etc.) and 45
times gave no appafent response. Although data was not kept according to
specific téachers, i1t was the observor's opinion that the hesad teacher obtalned
.the most consistunt verbal ;nswers-from the subject. The second largest
category of verbal rgceiver events the subpject had was ;ith normal childrén
(46) although in this instance the subject ﬁost often did not respond (35)

or demonstrated a nonverbal answer (8). '

When the subject verbally initiated a communicatlion interaction with a
teacher, the most frequent type of interactor, she more often received a verbal
(14) rather than nonverbal answer or no response. However, it is of interest
that the teéchers. in light of their role to develop the conmmunication ability
of the language handiccpped child, did not reinforéé communication throuch the
use of_verbal'answers in eirht instances. The secgnd largest group thg subject
verbally initiated to were nofmal children (11) alihough she again received
.littié reinforcemént (one verbal answcr). There were only two instances of
VI(u) and four of Vl(g) for which she received no response which is not
remarkable.

The above results indicate the subject is morc oflen talked to (166) in
comparison to initiating talking to others (38); tcachersand then normal children
are the most frequent interactors; the subjéct usually does not respond verbally
when talked to; the subject interacted more with normal children than with
handicapped children.

In comparing this information with the sociomeiric data on this subject

one can see the pattern of her choices of normal childivn is morc positive than
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for handicapped childrén in that shelgave three'positivé cholces and. one
negative choice to NC and the reverse to HC. Also she was one of £he socially
neutral subjects ﬁhen choices received were analyzed. This information suppo;fs
the notion there is‘a relationship betggen communication and social choices at
leasﬁ as the subject viewed it. Her lack of communicatlon ability, however,

" seemed to affect her social acceptance by normals in that only one normal
child chose her whereas she received two negative and one positive choice from
HC. Becausc the numbers-are so small it might be better @o interpret her
soclal status as rélated t; communication ablility similarl& to the lieyerowitz
(1967) finding that EMH children weregﬁpre.apt to be disrcgardcd’than accepted
or rejected. The lack of verbal reinforcement to her connunitcation attenpts
and the lack of response on her part would support the notlon stétéd by Kohn

" (1966) that "the child gets wgat he puts out.”

Because the subjegt frequently demonstrated "lookiug at" behavlér whlch
could suggest a'dcsire for initiéting communicition but was not catcgorized as
a nonverbal initidtion, An analysis of the type of,fesponse the subject received
when she_looked toward an intecractor was done. The scquence of subject look;
others response revealed that usually "looking" recceived 'no response"(t=27,
he=11, né=13, g=h). tut the two interactor groups'who vesponded verbally
followiné the subject's looking showed the same patiern as above in thaf teachers
and normal children verbally ansuered three times cachi. ‘Therefore, if the
subject was using looking behavior as a communication attompt, a speculalive
theory, she rarely rcceived reinforcement. And, in fach, at one time received

nepative reinforcement when a i.C said to her, "Don't lool at ne,"
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DISCUSSION
One of the reasons handicapped children are placed 1nto the Hainstrcam
of education is to utilize the modeling potential of normal children The
communication interaction and sociometric results of this pilot study with
preschool handicapped and model/normal children sugeests normal children may
‘not be prouiding the social or verbal roles uhich models are intended to
provide. On the otherhand, sociomctric choices of the handicapped children
and observed behavior of the focal subject indicated yourg children may be
noticing qualities of normalacy- HC tended to choose the model children to
play with and talk to and the Tocal subject inLeractcd more with normal
children more than with handicappcd c¢hildren. 1If :hc‘normals arc socially
valued by the handicapped, albeit taking the risk-of being rejected, then
perhaps model children do Provide a positive role in social development of
the handicapped child. ' :
The question remains unanswered as to how model children provide the
impetus for increasing the social and verbal ability of the handicapped
child. It does not appear from the results of thi“ study that nonhandicapped
preschool children will, by their presence in the room, necessarily positively
contribute to the verbal and social learning of the handicapped child, The
head teacher was aware of the possibility model children vere not frequently
interacting with handicappedqchildren and providing oLhcr Lhan distant
modeling behavior or opportunities for obscrvatioral lcarnlnc for HC. Therec-
fore while dcmonstratinﬂ tcaching techniqites "to her L<achnr trainccs she
would provide intcraction uituation< by h:uun'r handlecapped and modcl children
ask or tell each other mcssages.‘ Data from the focal animal study suggested
teachers should also bc<more aware of their responsibility to provide vertal
reinforcement for verbal attempts on the part of a communication handicapped
child and that the ratio of talking to o chilq versus 1eceiving communication,

)
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from a child should be evaluated. ' (A teacher can become primarily a talker

rather than a listener/reinforcer depending on how s/he views the. teacher

role or adult-child relationship.)

intervention on the part of a teacher iay be necessary in order to make

maximum use of model children and to develop social and/or verbal interactions

between mainstreamed.handicapped and normal éhilqren. However, if teacher
intervention into model-:-children's bchavior is necessary for providing social
and communication models for the handicappe& child, another issue is raised.
What are the ethiéal con#i@erations'of a teacher utilizing aapormal child in
such a direct manner? One co&i& suggest the normal child becomes less of an
educationﬁl consumer and more of a “teaching tool.” 1n attéﬁptinﬁ to‘improve

the status of the handicapped child, can a teacher cthically use.the behavior

a

‘of another child? This is an issue which needs careful consideration and study.

For example, if the normal child benefits from ihls interaction, such as develop-

‘ing appreciation for the valuec of human differences, is that-a strong enourh

reason to rationalize the use of a model child in & cléssroom? Perhéps_the
emphasis éhould pe=p1acéd on 1ntervention wiih the~ﬁandicapped child through
other'channels than use of model bhlldrgn. -
Although fhe handicappéd children in this study nere.more frequently"
rejected on friendship qhoiéés, a finding often noted in other studies on

malinstreamed handicapped children, it also dppenred Lhe savcri@y‘of-thc

communicatioﬁ disorder of these children had a-relqhionship to thelr soclal

' acceptance, Better communicators wlthin the handicuppod ¢roup had more

positive social relationships with the model children and otherswith similarly
developed verbal skills than they did with the more SUVuﬂiy verbally handi-
capped, In that the relationship between social skill: and communication

ability haé frequently been notcd} it becomes importanl to 1) fd?ther

investigate if the salient rejection‘funtﬁre of the hardicapped child is

5
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related to verbal ability more than to other aspects of the handicapping
éondition and 2) if so, place émphasis on 1ncrqusing»hhc vertal communication
ability of the handicapped child rather than utilizing tea;her intervention
into the modei”éhild's behavior. In other words, it nay not be necessary to’
intervene-in fhe devclépmeht of social skills of the handicapped chil& through
| social skill coachlng nor through providing social models but rathcr through
\\\\ increasing the speech and lanruage level. of the handlcapped child and modifying
S negative overt_bqhav1ors s0 s/he chomes a more atliraclive recipient and
A reinforcer'pf frigndShips with peers., Iollow up sLudy of the soclial status
o{ children who increased their verbal ability would te of in:tercs.t in that
tﬂé\g?ta from this study already suggests that those apprcaching vertal

normalacy were more accepted.

Aho@her arca of interest would be té investipate the reasons children'
make positive and ncaative friéndship choices. Althoush som; of the reasons
offered by the preschoolers in £his study sugges£gd instability of cholces,
several reasonéfindicatéd that for specific children there.may be negative
of positive aspects of the behavior of a HC which should be developed (plays
ball, knows my ngme)\or diminished (dogs a little tad stuff) to increase
social accepténce. Rather than attempting to draw conclusions from adult
thinking as to what enhances friendship development in yoﬁng.children, it
may be more expedient and realistlc to agk the children whatl they are thinking,.

I This siudy looked only at communication events and not at the content or
linguistic quality of the vcrb&l;intcractions. Further stud§ is needed to .

investigate the syntaciical and scrantic output and mensage content of the

Qerbalizations to ascertain if modelslare changing Ltheir verbal output when

‘ talking to commurication handicarped children. When virtal modeling from
= 2 normal child occurs, does it have a. ,ogitive et’feel v liucreasing the
s
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communication sdphisticatién of the hancicapped child? Cr are the most .
frequen£ verbal interactors founa in this:study, the tcachers, algéa&y
assuming that role-éffectively and thus the use of model children has ques-
tionable value? If thé teachrr ratio uefe.loﬁér ;h#n that of this classroon,
would verbal ‘and social 3revactions betwcen comiunication handicafpcd and
normal children increa.«? If normal thildren possibLly dqcrease fhé sophis-
tication of their verbal output when 1Ateracting with communication handi-
capped .children, would communication handicapped children increase tﬁe qualityi
of tﬁeir verbal performance when interacting uiih nofm;l children? This
would support the notion that the presence of model children éénld be a
stimulus for language development for the communication handicapped child.
Analysis of verbal 1nteracti§ns as well as frequency of interaction ih the ~
haturalistip setting mayﬁfrovide the ansver to these and other questions

relatell to:the use of miinstrcaming as an educational alternative.
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Nearest . 1 : ; ‘ l Soc. Cholces
Neighbor . | | i Total' Given} Re'd
, - 1' ; | )
Curtis(NC) L x |o |1 2 Tl 0 0 -4 0! 42
; ! | : ‘ ‘ | g
Rachel(N) | x 10 ' 2 | & |3 o' o 81 +1 o
! | - ' » '
.Reem(NC) __ X l x| X X x tx_ |l x x x P x
, . i
Seth(NC) .| x | o ! o 2 lu Q"0 6 + =1
’ ) i i | ! ! . l
Brent(Hc-¥) | x 1o i 1 0_i2 Q 0 ‘o 1 4+ Q
Greg(HC-L/N) . x lo ! o 0__ L 1 0 0 1 ! 0
b i ' ' . .
LauriefHC/_S[L) X 0o | 1 1 I 0 0 0 2 , =2 * +2
. . | i
Tamy(He-L) ' x 1o 1 1 0 1 0 s | o9 +2
Robert(HC-L) _ ’ x 10 9 1 'o L0 . Q 1 | -2 x
' . i i | ! i ,
teachers . IR 6 | b ‘ 3 1 j o l 18 X X |
Total . I 1 15 13 . 2 0 45
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Chilg__Curtis

SUMMARY OF OBSERVATIONS AND SOCIOMETRICS

Commmunication : NC No. of observations on scans 35

Events and States

- o

Interactors teo. N _CP__ VI VR NI MR Totsl
t - 'x./l ‘x| 218 §“ o | q 1
ric x ! x ! x| 1 3 ' 0 0
’hc : x l b4 i x Q 0 ! 0 0
A x | x : x Q.. 0 ! 0 0 i o
u L_x ! x : x O_L 0 0 i 0 i ol
Total ' L,,\Q 8 | 12 4 | 1 | 0 | o 1;!39
Noarest ~ Tl 1 —— f E ' Soc. Choices
Neighbor I 1 | L Total Givenlz Ret'd
Curtis(NC) I x x ! x x x I % Pox x x !L x .
Rachel(¥c) | x | O i 4 0 : .0 ! 0 | 51 w2 | oa.
Reem(NC) | x Lo L 3 0| 2 o o - s J 2 0
. Seth(NC) Mx I o | 2 01} 2 =0 II ‘0. N | a2 -2
Brent(ﬂc-ﬁ) Cx 0o | =2 0 | 3 o i o ' 51 o " o]
Greg(HC=L/N) : x o ! 3 ol o o . 0 3 o 4 |
l.aurieLHC-S('L)_: x 0 ; 2 1 0 0 " 0 -3 ;I\ 0 =2
Tawg(Ho-L) i _x 1 2 ! 3| 92 .. 0 ol ? 0o -
Rovert(ict) | x | 0 1 o] ofo oo ol 2 i«
teachers L X i 1 ‘ 6 33 10 | 0 j 0 20 X . X
3 25 5 19 0 0 50

. Total



SUMMAR¥ OF OBSERVATIONS AND SOCIOMETRICS

Child Rachal ) Communicgtion NG No. of observations on scans__35

Events and'States

Interactors  teo. N CP__VI - VR__NVI VR _Total
T \ i \ J I
t x ' x x 2 s 1 0 - 0 ' 7
f ! i ' ' | i
ne x . X x 2 1 3 e O ‘ 1 i 2 _ |
. ' ; :
he s X I X " x 2 0 I 0 0 l 2
—g x { x @ x L 0 0 0o ¥
| : ' i I
u . x 1 x !-.x 0 L 0 0 Q l 0
[ R ! - N
Total | 4 -2 14| 108 . 0 ;-1 ,20/39,
- - ‘ | . | \ }
Nearost ! ot 5 : Soc. Cholces
Neighbor | l | | l l-To@al Given ) Re'd
" Curtis(NC) Cox o 13 3 o ' 0 ' 0 I 3 41 42
Rachel(NC) Cox ix | x x x x ' x x : x| x
Reem(NC) < 0o ! 4 3 2 o |1 10 | O | +1
': . | i f | | .
_ Seth(NC) Fx. | o ! 21 1 lu 0 0 2 | o 42
. ‘ o v | : (

Brent(HC-N) -~ .x ! o0 + 3 2 2 0o__0 71 # 4
: ; 4 | 4
Greg(HC=L/N) i .x | © Lo ! 0 0 5 | ‘41 . " o

1 ¢ ] i !
Laurde(HC=S/L) + x | € t+ 2 1 11 -0 0 4 | -2 0
| ] 1 )
] ' ) ]
Tammy( HC-L) I x | 0o : 2 0 i3 0 0 5 +1 0
" Robert(HC-L) ! x l o 1 1 0 f-\ o ., 0 2 -2 X
teachers i ox 0 ! L | s 5 Il 0 | o l 14 X ;X
. Total . 0 21 20 18 0 1 o
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‘ SUMMARY OF OBSERVATIONS AND SOCIOMETRICS

Child Brent Commuinication HC-N Ne. of observations on scans__3(

Events and States

Interactors . too, N _ Ci’ VI VR NVI : NVR  Total
::? , t ] : x Il x . '  x 1 [ 5 ' 0’ P 1 ] 7
nc , x | x 'y 1] 0 0 i Q f | 1
he | x Ix 4 x| o] 4 | 0 | 0 , 0
g l. x | x : x 1 : 0 ' 2 I 0 ':r -9 ,
N N YN
fotal . 'L 9 J 6 ! 12| & , 5 IL 2 ; 1 ]l 1?_/301
Nearest ,I - l [ l : { —— ' Soec. Choices
Neighbor ! ’ | ’ L ; | ’ 'I‘otal! Given} Re'd
, . - i : ,
Curtis(NC) | o ll g | 3 Q I 21 ’ 0 l 5 I o' g
Rach(el(NC)‘ | _x : 0 | 2 2 1 3 . 1 1 I 2 ! +] | 4
Reem(NC) . x Lo | _2 0 |2 0 0 g | nﬂf 42
Setn(nc) x| 0O_. 3 1 !,o I " 1 6 | 2 n]
Brenzt(HC-N~) ' x ; X j ‘x x ’ X x x l . x _}l
- : i
Greg(HC~L/N) | x l 0 ' 2 ; 1 ' Q 0 0 3 ] 0
I.auria(HC-;S/L) ; x ll o__1 1 l 1 " 0 0 0 2 | -2 1
Tammy(HC-L) | , Q | .4 ] 0 11 0 0 |l 5 0 2
Robert(HC-L) | & L 0 ! 1 ,’ 0 'o : 1. o l 2 -2 x
| teachers ; x |l 0o 8 ll 2 & l A'l } 1 l 'IR‘ —x ' x—
Total 0 26 7 12 b 3 52 -
D
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SUMMARY OF OBSERVATIONS AND SOCIOMETRICS

-Child Greg Cdnmmnication. He I‘ [N HNo. of observations on scans 23

Events and States

In§gractors . t.o. N CP VI VR___NVI HVR Total -

t ' T x | 1| x = x | 0 5 ! ‘o. I 0 5

ne ' l x i x x 0 O . 0 O i 0 |

he ; x l x I ox 2.\ 1 l 0 Q ., 3

'E [ x x x 0 0 0 0 ! 9

a '1,' x ‘ x i 9x 0 0 l 0 ’ 0 { 0

. : i
Total i 16 ll“' i 1] 2 |6 L 0 g | 839!
Nearest ‘ |I | : : :{ : . ]I _Soc, Cﬁoices
Neighbor . [ [ i | | Total] “Given, Re'd
: L ; ’ ' ! ’ | ‘ | N
Curtis(NC) ‘' 1 . 0 I' 0 0 1 s W I, W 1 +], ! ) :
Rachel(NC) | x .'o | 3J 0 T1‘ _ 0 I n. i : o 3
Reem(NC) ) x lo ,I 0 0 1o 0 B 0 0 0 )
Seth(NC) . , X |I 0 .0 0 l 0 O I 0 I 0 ] +2 40
Brent(HC-N)- ' x !0 :l 3 0 llO 0 | 0 L 3 j 0 4]

- Greg(flc-‘l;‘/rl) : x !X L x x 'ix' x X x i x x

Léurie(HC-S/L) | x :'LO l' 5 2 il1 0 __ 0 8 | " | =l
Tam(ﬂé—L)' K do "2 Jo h R 2 1
Robef't‘;(HC—L)' i x lo 1 1! 0 ;l -0 0 l' 2 4] x ,
teachers ix o .t g '8 | 0 _1lo ! U x Lo J
"Total 0 - 20 2 13 0 0 35 )




SUMMARY OF OBSERVATIONS AND SOCIOMETRICS

' Child Iaurie ’ Communication HC-S/LVNo. of observations on 'scans 35

‘Events and Stda'tes

‘Interactors  t.o. N CP VI VR HNV1I NVR Total
\ ' ' . T S T )
Lt | x ix <11 L9 0 0 10
B | D . | | 1
. ne X .x - x. 0 1 0 o 1 1
H ) |
| \ |
he Pox ! X - x 0 2 ' o | 0 | 2
g T x 2 1o ' o l 0o _ i 2
) ' ] i
u l X |x x 0 0 C0 ! 0o_ | o
P b K : :
Total | b 6 , w| 3 |12 | o 0 115/19.i
_ : ! | : ! !
Nearest g - - ' Soc. Choices
Neighbor’ ' | ‘ ! Total| Given) Reo!d
' [ : . l
Curtis(NC) I x _lo 11 ] o0 I3 0 0 2 2 !
: ! ' : o ‘
Rachel(NC) ~ ! x lo : 5 | o |2 0 ! g 2. 0 '
. | . I I s | ' 1
Reem(NC) X I o | %4 o 1p 0 -0 4. ! s )
. : ; . |
Seth({NC) i X !0 ! 0 0 LQ 0 . ' Q o) l Q ., |
) , ' ; ; ‘
Brent{KC-N) .ox . | o | 1 1 i1 0 0 ' ja ' 1 -2
. - A\ '
| ‘ . -
Greg(HC=L/N) | x o 2 | 2 Iy 0 0 8 ' -1 =1
I . N v .
Laurie(HC-S/L) 1 x | x | x x _ix x x x . 5
Tamuy( HC-L) i x 0 1 1 ! Q Q0 0 2 xal +]
RObG!‘tiHC"L) !I X 1 l 1 0 " 0 lr 0 . Q 2 1 x
. : 't i | » I H \\
teachers X 0 6 113 ' 11 0 1o -+ onu x Ny | -
Total _ ‘ 1 21 7 19 0 0 e
I
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SUMMARY OF OBSERVATIONS AND SOCIOMETRICS .

o T Child Tamn(y . »lf',fonmpni‘cation HC-L No. of obsorvations on scans 26 .
. | / L E'vants. and States
Interactors .'rt;d;ﬁglfh | :fcp VI VRNVl VR - Total
t 1 x ;k¥x‘  x| ol 5! o ; 0 5
ne ' x| x x ol 1 | 0 | Q } 1
he : x :L x| 'x 0 1 i. 0 o.l 1
s | x ; x ; x 0l 0 i 0 0& 0
u | x { xi x| .ol o Q~j 0| o_J
Total T ng. ol ot o ol
Nearest ) - . . :l : ! : - Soc. Cholces
Neighbor- : [ i | i , | Total Given; Re!d
) | , .

, Curtis(NC) 1 x f 0 ! 4 o] 3 0o ! o ! 7 -1 ; 0
Rachsl(NC) i x ; 11 2] 0 1 0 ' o E 4 ; 0 { +1
Reem(}C) x Lol 3] ol1 . ol ! oy 2 1 o
seth(ic). 1 ox Lol 3] o3 ol glia i,
‘Brent(HC-N) x é} o ! 2] o1 1 o o 5 1 O"AJ
Greg(HC=L/N) : x 0 "o ol o o 0 0 l -1 -2

"taurie(ﬂc-s/Llj x [0 ; 2 0 j 1 ' 0 - 0 3 +1 5 +1
Tauirq}(HC-L) X [ x | x | x x ° X x x x
Robert(HC-L) i x i o | 1 0 | 1 l- 0 . 0 2 0 x
teachers L x , 0 I 7 0 6 | 0 ] 0 13 x | x
Total | 1 2l 0 1Y ¢ 0 Lz

\
\ )
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_SUMMARY.OF OBSERVATIONS AND SOCIOMETRICS

Chila Robert Communication HC=L  No. of obsorvatlonc ¢n scans_22

Events and States

Interactors teo. N CP VI VR NI MVR  Total
t L X | x X 1110 ' 0 'E 1. 3a
o ne | x I x. X | O 0 : 0 ' V] { N
_he i X { x x b 1o ' o 0 I 0
4 1 x ‘ x ; x 0 o . o | g i Q
u | x | x x| 210 0 0 ‘ 2
3 - | ! |
Total |V 2 I T I U S O S VY2
Nea;rest I l ! ‘ ’ lr E l Soc. Choilces
Neizhbor I | i | .| Total| Given) Ro'd
' i I “u M
Curtis(NC) | x 0 ' 0 o o | 0 ' 0 | 0 x =2
Rachel(he) | x 0 1 ol o lo o T L,
Reem{NC) X 0 ;, 0 0 ]l 0 0 : 0 l 0 x : =2
Seth(liC) , L x o ! o 0 |o o E 0 0! x ' 0
'Brent(Hdi-N) C x {~0 -1 o | } | 2 0 0 . | x 2]
"._zc.‘regLHc-L/N) | x 10 1 0 | 1 0___ 0 2 x +]
] Laurie(lHC-S/L) | x |0 ; 1 0 | ! 0 0 0 'l < +]
 Tammy(HC-L) ; x 10 ' o ‘ 0 -ifo 0 0 | 0 x n;
! Robert(HC-L) ! x x| x ! x ! x ‘ X _ . x l x x x
teachers. | x 12 |9 l y 110 1o |3 | o | e ix
Total 2 9 5 13 0 1 30
/C
\. ,
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